Proceedings of GREAT Day
Volume 2011

Article 7

2012

Teaching Students of Other Languages
Kelsy Cocozzo
SUNY Geneseo

Follow this and additional works at: https://knightscholar.geneseo.edu/proceedings-of-great-day
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License.
Recommended Citation
Cocozzo, Kelsy (2012) "Teaching Students of Other Languages," Proceedings of GREAT Day: Vol. 2011 , Article 7.
Available at: https://knightscholar.geneseo.edu/proceedings-of-great-day/vol2011/iss1/7

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the GREAT Day at KnightScholar. It has been accepted for inclusion in Proceedings of
GREAT Day by an authorized editor of KnightScholar. For more information, please contact KnightScholar@geneseo.edu.

Cocozzo: Teaching Students of Other Languages

Teaching Students of Other Languages
Kelsy Cocozzo
This study was conducted in order to
investigate the most efficacious methods for
teaching students who speak a language other than
English at the secondary level. Though districts are
mandated by federal and state governments to take
responsibility for the achievement of these students,
there is no recommended or mandated program
model for teaching language or content to students
who are native speakers of a language other than
English. A literature review and interviews of a
professional development coordinator and three
teachers in the Rochester area were conducted to
identify the best methods for teaching speakers of
other languages and to determine the models that
districts are implementing. All names of
interviewees have been changed and school names
have been omitted in order to protect the privacy of
the teachers and school districts in which they are
employed. By analyzing research and speaking
with current educators, findings suggest that there
is often a disconnect between what is accepted as
the best practices and what is being implemented in
districts. However, the results suggest that models
of implementation vary based on whether a school
is located in a rural, suburban or urban district.
According to the National Center for
Educational Statistics (2010), the number of
school-age students that speak a language other
than English at home has risen from 9 to 20.5
percent of the total population, or from 3.8 to 10.9
million students. Of these 10.9 million students, 2.7
million, or 5 percent of the 20.5 percent, speak
English with difficulty (See Appendix 1). Because
these students are not fully proficient in the English
language, they are referred to as English Language
Learners (ELLs) or Limited English Proficient
(LEP) and are enrolled in programs that facilitate
the development of their language skills. Because
approximately 1 million immigrants move to the
United States each year, estimates from 2008
predict that the number of first-generation
immigrants will increase to 42 million by 2025
from 25 million in 1996. In addition, the
combination of first- and second-generation
immigrants will comprise one-third of the
population by 2025 (National Center for Education
Statistics [NCES], 2008).
The numbers of ELLs are not evenly
distributed throughout the United States. According

to the NCES (2010), ELLs make up 8 percent of
the student population in the West while only 3
percent of students in the Midwest are ELLs. The
states with the highest number of ELLs are not
located within the same region. The six states with
the largest ELL population are California, Texas,
Illinois, New York, Florida, and Arizona,
respectively (See Appendix 2). Appendix 2 shows
detailed statistics of the populations of school-age
ELLs by state and region. The growth of the
population of ELLs is also not consistent across the
United States. From 1994/95 to 2004/05, the states
with the most rapid growth in population of ELLs
were Indiana, Kentucky, and South Carolina with
an increase of between 400 and 714 percent. Zero
of the six previously mentioned states with the
highest number of ELLs experienced more than a
100 percent rate of growth (See Appendix 3). The
approximate percentage of growth of all other
states are shown in Appendix 3. This trend shows
that the population of ELLs is beginning to spread
throughout the United States rather than being
isolated in select states.
Approximately 90 percent of recent
immigrants to the United States come from
countries where the primary language is one other
than English (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010, p.
5). According to the National Center of Education
(2010), of the 2.7 million students labeled as ELLs,
75 percent (1,996,000 students) spoke Spanish, 12
percent (311,000 students) spoke Asian or Pacific
Islanders languages, 10 percent (279,000 students)
spoke other Indo-European languages, and 3
percent (87,000 students) spoke a language not
mentioned (See Appendix 4). These statistics show
that ELLs are a very diverse group of students
despite their grouping under the same term. Beyond
the language spoken, the proficiency levels of the
students in their native language and English vary
greatly from student to student. It is important for
teachers to take this into consideration when
planning and implementing instruction.
In order to regulate the education of ELLs,
Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)
was passed. The act attempts to provide guidelines
for schools in implementing programs that increase
the proficiency level and content knowledge of
students. Due to the current standards-based
reform, it holds schools accountable for the
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Published by KnightScholar, 2012

1

Proceedings of GREAT Day, Vol. 2011 [2012], Art. 7

performance of ELLs which includes passing all
state examinations. The NCLB Act also set up the
State Formula Grant Program to regulate the
funding that schools receive from the government
for programs ELLs. Each State Education Agency
(SEA) that creates a program is approved by the
Department of Education receives a formula grant
based on the number of ELLs in the state. The SEA
then administers subgrants based on the number of
ELLs to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) when
they have their program approved by the SEA (No
Child Left Behind, 2008). Although the act does
promote academic achievement of ELLs by
mandating that they pass high-stakes test, this is not
necessarily beneficial for ELLs. The tests are meant
to be tests of their content knowledge but are, in
reality, a test of their language skills because they
are written for native English speakers. Because
they are struggling to develop their skills in reading
and writing, they may not be able to accurately
understand the task nor be able to adequately
express their understanding of concepts
(Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010, p. 9). Since
NCLB has been passed, the percentage of ELLs
who do not graduate from high school has
increased to 31% because they cannot pass the
high-stakes tests (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010,
p. 5). Although NCLB holds schools accountable
for the progress and performance of ELLs, schools
view a large population of ELLs as undesirable
because it will hurt the accountability statistics of
the school (Rance-Roney, 2009, p. 33). NCLB was
meant to improve the educational system and
increase academic achievement for students.
However, it became more difficult for ELLs to
obtain a high school education because their
language deficit does not allow them to
demonstrate their knowledge of content.
NCLB holds schools accountable for the
performance of ELLs but does not require any
professional development of teachers that work
with ELLs. It is the responsibility of schools to
provide professional development to teachers or for
teachers to seek out professional development
independently. Due to the lack of funding for
programs and time constraints, the majority of
teachers have not obtained sufficient, if any,
training for working with ELLs. In 2000, 41.2
percent of teachers had taught ELLs but only 12.5
percent had eight or more hours of professional
development within three years (Echevarría, Vogt,
& Short, 2010, p. 4). ELLs cannot succeed in an
environment where teachers are unaware of how to
differentiate instruction to make content accessible

to them. Continued professional development is
essential for teachers of ELLs because it will give
students the tools that they need achieve the high
standards set by NCLB.
In addition to NCLB, New York State has
specific requirements and expectations for the
education of ELLs stated in Part 154 of the
Commissioner’s Regulations. New York State
alone has 881,000 students who speak a language
other than English at home and 203,000 students
who are considered to be ELLs (See Appendix 2).
Under Part 154, students who report speaking a
language other than English take the Language
Assessment Battery-Revised (LAB-R) to determine
whether they will be identified as an English
Language Learner at the beginning of the first year
of formal schooling. Each subsequent year, ELLs
are given the New York State English as a Second
Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT) to
determine the proficiency level of the students and
whether they test out of free-standing English as
Second Language services (Commissioner’s
Regulations, Part 154, 2007, p.2). The NYSESLAT
determines how many units of ESL and ELA the
students will receive with each unit being 180
minutes per week. Because this study concentrates
on grades 7 through 12, only units for these grades
will be considered. For an ESL program in grades 7
and 8, beginning and intermediate proficiency
levels receive two units of ESL and no units of
ELA. For an ESL program in grades 9 through 12,
beginning level proficiency students receive three
units of ESL and no ELA, intermediate level
students receive two units of ESL and no ELA, and
advanced level students receive one unit of ESL
and one unit of ELA. For a bilingual program,
students must take one unit of Native Language
Arts (NLA) in addition to the same number of ESL
and ELA credits as in an ESL program (See
Appendix 5). All ESL classes must adhere to the
NYS Learning Standards for ESL, which include
five standards, various performance indicators
under each standard, and sample classroom tasks by
proficiency level (New York State Education
Department, 2004).
Though Part 154 gives clear methods of
language assessment and directly states the amount
of instruction each student should receive, the
document does not give much more specific
information concerning the education of ELLs. All
instruction must be based on the ELA and ESL
standards and integrate content (Commissioner’s
Regulations, Part 154, 2007, p. 3). This, however,
is a requirement for the free-standing ESL program
57
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and not necessarily need to be considered by the
content teachers with ELLs in their classes. Part
154 recognizes only free-standing ESL programs
and bilingual programs. If a school district has 20
or more students who speak the same native
language and are in the same grade level, the school
must implement a bilingual program. If the school
does not have these numbers, a free-standing ESL
program or a bilingual program may be used
(Commissioner’s Regulations, Part 154, 2007, p.
9). The document does not give any details about
how to develop, implement, or maintain either type
of program. However, Part 154 does hold schools
accountable for the performance of ELLs by
making districts report information about the
program implemented for ELLs and their
performance. Districts must report to the state how
they evaluate ELLs on a yearly basis, the
philosophy of education for teaching ELLs, the
services offered to ELLs, a description of how the
program the district has chosen was constructed
and is managed, and the results of the yearly
evaluation of ELLs (Commissioner’s Regulations,
Part 154, 2007, p. 7). Though holding districts
accountable for the performance of ELLs is
important for tracking progress of ELLs, it would
be more beneficial if districts were given concrete
and research-based information about how to
instruct ELLs because it would give strategies that
are proven to work with ELLs rather than forcing
districts to build their own programs. The
Performance Indicators and sample classroom tasks
contained within the NYS Learning Standards for
ESL offer the most information for creating an
operative program for ELLs.
As shown by the analysis of federal and state
government documents, there is a lack of readily
available resources and information that is
government approved about creating a program for
teaching ELLs. Therefore, it is the responsibility of
districts to decide what they believe will be the
most effective program and develop it
independently. According to Joe Smith, a
professional development coordinator at Bilingual
ESL Technical Assistance Center (BETAC) that
provides support for five Boards of Cooperative
Educational Services (BOCES) in the city school
district including Monroe 1 and 2, Genesee Valley,
Dwayne Finger Lakes, and the Greater Southern
Tier which encompasses 88 districts, three-quarters
of these districts have some type of ELL
population. BETAC works to develop program
models and provide professional development on a
school by school basis by assessing what the school

is doing and determines what they need to create a
more successful program. However, BETAC only
gives advice and support to schools if the school
directly requests assistance in order to avoid
overbearing interference (J. Smith, personal
communication, February 18, 2011). Although
BETAC and BOCES have the resources to assist
districts in implementing programs for ELLs, it is
still the responsibility of the districts to be proactive
and reach out to and take advantage of these
services.
One way that districts begin to develop
program models is to determine the needs of ELLs
and then structure a program that will meet these
needs. However, this is not as simple as it seems
because ELLs are not a homogeneous group of
students although they are grouped together. They
have different proficiency levels and background
knowledge due to interrupted schooling, home
language, native country, immigration status,
cultural understanding, socioeconomic status, and
time spent in the United States. ELLs must
overcome factors such as lack of literacy in any
language, sporadic education, little to no
knowledge of English, as well as other elements of
their identity as an ELL (Rance-Roney, 2009, p.
34). For example, it is evident that ELL status is
related to poverty because 10 percent of students at
or below the poverty line and 8 percent of students
near the poverty line are considered to be Limited
English Proficient whereas only 3 percent of the
population that is considered non-poor, or having
200 percent or more of the poverty threshold, are
labeled as LEP (NCES, 2010). Because of these
factors, meeting the needs of ELLs is not always a
simple or easy task for districts. In general, ELLs
benefit from school reforms that would be
beneficial for all students such as reorganization
and improvement of the curriculum and increased
professional development for all teachers (RanceRoney, 2009, p. 34). Though these reforms would
cost the districts a significant amount of time and
funding, they would benefit ELLs as well as the
entire district.
The task of meeting the needs of ELLs should
not be left to the ESL teacher alone. According to
Emily Davis, the role of an ESL teacher is to
provide the specific ESL instructional periods to
ELLs and to act as a resource for content teachers
who have ELLs in their classes. ESL teachers are
professionals with extensive knowledge about
language acquisition and research-based
methodology for teaching ELLs (E. Davis, personal
communication, March 24, 2011). All of the
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professionals who were interviewed agree that ESL
teachers should never act as a tutor for content area
courses or as an aid in the room of content area
teachers (J. Smith, personal communication,
February 18, 2011; M. Adams, personal
communication, March 4, 2011; J. Brown, personal
communication, March 9, 2011; E. Davis, personal
communication, March 24, 2011). ESL classes
should not be structured as a study hall where ELLs
come to receive assistance on assignments for their
core classes. Instead, ESL teachers could help
students with their content courses by recognizing
the skills that they are trying to build and planning
instruction to develop these skills and academic
processes. For example, if students are writing an
essay in their Global History class, the ESL teacher
should teach lessons and plan activities that guide
students through the processes of doing research,
making graphic organizers, writing outlines,
constructing thesis statements, and other aspects of
essay writing. ESL teachers often fall into the trap
of acting as an aid in a mainstream content class
when push-in situations are implemented. For this
reason, most ESL teachers at the secondary level
avoid push-in situations because they are generally
not an effective use of time (J. Smith, personal
communication, February 18, 2011). If ESL
teachers do decide to push into a classroom, the
purpose must be made clear, concrete roles must be
established, and the lesson must be co-planned in
advance so that it is more of a co-teaching situation
than an ESL push-in format. If ESL teachers are not
used for their proper purpose, it is a waste of a
valuable resource for both ELLs and other teachers.
The role of an ESL teacher can differ based on
grade level, school district, program model chosen,
and the goals of the students. For example, an adult
education ESL course will look significantly
different than the ESL course in a high school
because the ages and desired outcomes for the
ELLs are different (E. Davis, personal
communication, March 24, 2011). However, the
core responsibilities of ESL teachers should remain
the same. ESL teachers are first and foremost
language teachers with some aspects of an ELA
teacher because their main focus should be teaching
the English language and literacy during ESL
periods (M. Adams, personal communication,
March 4, 2011). Though the language is taught
through relevant content, language is the focus
during ESL periods. ESL teachers should focus
mainly on language development in the four
essential skills of listening, speaking, reading, and
writing and to create content-based language

instruction that is appropriate for the proficiency
and grade level of the ELLs (J. Smith, personal
communication, February 18th, 2011). In general,
teachers should teach ELLs in their areas of
specialization, meaning that ESL teachers should
concentrate on teaching language and literacy and
content area teachers should focus on teaching
content (J Brown, personal communication, March
9, 2011). However, these two roles are not
completely independent of one another because
there should always be content present in language
development classes and content teachers are
responsible for emphasizing content-related
vocabulary and making content linguistically
comprehensible for ELLs.
Districts, schools, teachers, and students must
be clear on the difference between ESL classes and
content classes and the role of both types of classes.
ESL courses are considered to be English Language
Development (ELD) courses, which should focus
primarily on language but also have a contentbased element (Goldenberg & Coleman, 2009, p.
11). Though ESL classes are structured based on
the NYS Standards for ESL, content should still be
present in the lesson in order to contextualize the
language but these classes do not necessarily have
to focus on the same exact content as the
mainstream content courses but should relate to
some type of content-related information that
would be useful to the students in mainstream
classrooms. For example, if a 10th grade Biology
class were studying photosynthesis and other plant
processes, the ESL class could study a general
scientific topic such as the scientific method.
Therefore, if there were students in different grades
in the class, the information would still be
applicable to their coursework. ESL classes,
however, are not and should not be confused with
standards-based content instruction (Goldberg &
Coleman, 2010a, p. 64). Though language is not the
focus of content classes, content teachers do need
to think about the language needs of ELLs. Content
teachers should collaborate with ESL professionals
in order to adapt materials, assignments, instruction
and any other language oriented elements of the
class. The academic and language roles and
expectations of ESL and content classes should be
clearly defined so that all educators of ELLs can do
their jobs effectively and thoroughly.
ESL professionals, content teachers,
counselors, and administrators should form teams
that collaborate to create instruction for ELLs. The
schedules should be made so that all members of
the team have planning periods together on a
59
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regular basis (Rance-Roney, 2009, p. 34). This
would allow for the planning of thematic units and
discussion of the individual needs of students.
Cross departmental collaboration and planning is
essential even if it is as minimal as having one
planning period for the ESL teacher and content
teachers or as much as breaking down departmental
lines in order to fully integrate content and
language (Spaulding, Carolino, & Amen, 2004, p.
12). Although ESL teachers are a resource that
content area teachers should use to learn more
about educating ELLs, oftentimes ESL teachers
must take the initiative to reach out to content area
teachers and suggest collaboration (J. Brown,
personal communication, March 3, 2011). ELLs
benefit from thematic units across various subject
areas because it gives meaningful context to
academic language and content and allows them to
practice with specific concepts and words
throughout the day rather than for only one period
per day. In addition to cross-departmental
collaboration, complete records should be
maintained for each student so that all teachers
have access to information that could affect the
academic success of students. These records should
contain updates on information such as yearly
progress, proficiency level, language experience,
and family factors (Rance-Roney, 2009, p. 36). In
order to provide appropriate support and instruction
to ELLs, communication about their progress and
current needs should be open and frequent.
In terms of language needs, ESL programs
must focus primarily on building the academic
literacy of ELLs. In fact, the primary goal of all
ESL programs should be the development of
literacy because it is a key component in all content
area classes. If ELLs do not have a high level of
academic literacy, they will not be successful in
mainstream content courses. ELLs should be taught
literacy skills explicitly so that they can eventually
independently apply the techniques to other
contexts and subject areas (Coleman &
Goldenberg, 2010b, p. 108). Literacy skills do not
help ELLs if they can only use them with the
direction of a teacher or in the specific situations
that they were introduced. At the beginning and
intermediate levels, the English language
proficiencies of ELLs may be a barrier that
prevents them from being able to comprehend, use,
and internalize these strategies. Therefore, it would
be beneficial to teach literacy strategies to students
in their native language if the resources are
available. It is necessary to assess the literacy skills
and strategies that ELLs know and implement in

their native language in order to determine what
they still need to be taught. By using the native
language of the students, teachers can assess their
true knowledge of language and development of
literacy skills without the added factor of
considering the role of limited English proficiency
status. In general, literacy professionals agree that
students who are taught literacy strategies in their
native language are more like to make progress
with academic tasks in English than students who
are taught these strategies in English (Mora, 2001,
p. 151). However, teaching literacy strategies to
ELLs in their native language is not sufficient
because they often cannot take skills learned in
their native language and use it in English without
proper guidance. Teachers should constantly
monitor and assess the transfer of literacy skills
from the students’ native language to English in
order to determine which skills have been
transferred, which still need to be transferred, and
which skills are completely lacking and must be
developed in both languages (Mora, 2001, p. 156).
ESL and content area teachers must be aware of
process that ELLs are going through and guide
them along the way until they show that they can
use the literacy strategies in English confidently
and skillfully.
Unfortunately, there are certain obstacles that
stand in the way of teachers attempting to
strengthen the literacy skills of ELLs. Though
research conclusively proves that skills should be
taught in the native language of the student, this is
not always possible. Some schools do not have any
bilingual teachers and, therefore, do not have the
proper resources to provide instruction in the native
language of ELLs. If the ELL population of a
school speaks multiple languages, it is extremely
difficult to provide native language instruction to
all students due to a lack of trained professionals,
resources, and time for planning. Having various
languages within one class can create an unequal
learning environment for ELLs if all instruction is
not carefully planned due to a disparity of support
based on native language (Coleman & Goldenberg,
2010, 2010b, p. 110). For example, if an ESL class
was comprised of ELLs who spoke Spanish,
Arabic, French, and Japanese and the school had a
bilingual teacher that spoke Spanish, it would
unfair to the other students if only the Spanishspeaking students were provided with native
language instruction in addition to the supports
provided to the rest of the class and the other
students were not given any extra support. The
support given does not necessarily have to be equal
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but it must be equitable so that all ELLs have the
same opportunity to learn and improve. Literacy
skills are the most important aspect of the education
of ELLs because a high level of literacy is an
essential life skill that will allow ELLs to graduate
high school, receive a higher education, and obtain
desirable career goals.
In addition to literacy, ELLs have specific
needs that correspond to their proficiency levels.
Both Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills
(BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language
Proficiency (CALP) are important for ELLs. BICS
represents the conversational language that students
would use with peers or adults in non-academic or
casual situations. If BICS is not developed in ELLs,
teachers should use a combination of explicit
instruction and communication through authentic
situations to build BICS. Explicit instruction is not
sufficient because it does not give students a chance
to use and practice what they have learned, an idea
that is widely accepted by researchers and leading
theorists in language acquisition. The majority of
researchers in the field agree that authentic
communication is also not enough to move ELLs to
advanced and native-like proficiency levels. Using
only authentic communication between ELLs and
their peers is not beneficial because students may
develop a interlanguage pidgin of English that can
have many significant transgressions from Standard
English. Then these students will fossilize these
mistakes, an idea and phrase coined by Larry
Selinker who is a major contributor to theories on
the acquisition of a second language. Fossilization
refers to the learning of incorrect forms during the
language acquisition phase. Practicing incorrect or
imperfect language with peers will encourage
fossilization for ELLs, which is why authentic
communication must be supplemented with explicit
instruction (J. Smith, personal communication,
February 18, 2011). Opportunities for oral
communication should be structured so that the
students are accomplishing a specific task rather
than speaking about random topics without a
purpose (Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009, p. 13).
CALP, on the other hand, refers to written and
oral academic language that is essential for the
success of ELLs in the scholarly realm. Teachers
must ensure that ELLs can understand and use
CALP so that they can comprehend
decontextualized language in reference to content
and express their knowledge of the content that is
taught (Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009, p. 15). ELLs
generally do not perform well on standardized tests
because they assess the students’ effective use of

CALP, which is where ELLs tend to struggle and
fall behind grade-level norms. In practice, it takes
ELLs multiple years to develop enough CALP to be
able to participate fully in mainstream content
courses (Goldenberg & Colman, 2010, p. 64). ESL
teachers should emphasize CALP in their
classrooms by intertwining language and content.
Therefore, ESL classes should teach language
through content rather than structuring the class as
a modified ELA course (Rance-Roney, 2009, p.
35). Though BICS and CALP are two different
categories of language, they are both important for
ELLs to develop because they are linked. The
progression from BICS to CALP can be seen in
Appendix 6, which demonstrates the changes made
in the language when moving from conversational
language to academic language. Teachers can show
ELLs how to take skills and strategies that they use
in conversational language and transfer it to CALP
(Goldenberg & Coleman, 2010a, p. 62). By asking
students to consciously think about the ways of
approaching and transferring language skills,
teachers are allowing students to actively engage
with the inner workings of the language rather than
just learning vocabulary and constructions.
Educators must take into account both BICS
and CALP when determining the proficiency level
of students. There is no concrete research that gives
conclusive results about the effects of grouping
students based on proficiency level although
literature about the education of ELLs does suggest
that it may be helpful because it is proven to be
helpful to group students by math and reading
levels (Goldenberg & Coleman, 2009, p. 14).
Because ELLs can be at many different points on
the spectrum of proficiency, it is difficult to come
up with designated categories. Part 154 uses the
results of the NYSESLAT to categorize students as
either beginning, intermediate, or advanced levels
of proficiency (Part 154, 2007, p. 3). These groups
are very broad and within each group there could
be a wide distribution of proficiency levels within
beginning, intermediate, and advanced. For
example, a beginning level student who is just
entering the program will have a different
proficiency level and needs than a beginner who is
about to move to the intermediate level although
both ELLs are categorized as beginners (J. Brown,
personal communication, March 9, 2011).
Grouping students is beneficial within ESL classes
because the focus is on language and the teacher
will be able to plan differentiation that will
facilitate language development of the proficiency
levels of each group of students. There are many
61
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challenges of reaching students of different
proficiency levels within the same class such as
finding applicable content when ELLs may be in
various grades and creating time for planning
differentiation. ESL teachers must find a common
link between the content in various grade levels in
order to contextualize the language and make the
information meaningful for all ELLs (J. Smith,
personal communication, February 18, 2011).
Content teachers must be careful with
grouping in content area classrooms that contain
ELLs. Teachers often group all ELLs together,
which does not give them the opportunity to
interact with their native-speaking peers. This
segregation does not allow ELLs to gain experience
listening to and speaking with native English
speakers, which could help them improve upon
their own English language skills. Another
common mistake of content teachers with ELLs in
their classrooms is to group ELLs with struggling
English only students. This is not effective for the
ELLs or the academically struggling students
because they are suffering from different issues
with learning and must be provided with the correct
supports to overcome these obstacles (Goldberg &
Coleman, 2009, p. 14). Students should not be
grouped together in an academic setting simply
because they share the same title, such as ELL, or
because they are struggling in school. Students
should be looked at as individuals with unique
characteristics that should be taken into
consideration when grouping them together and
differentiating instruction.
Proficiency levels should also be carefully
considered when making class schedules for ELLs.
As previously mentioned, the number of units of
ESL and ELA that each ELL must take is
determined by their English proficiency level (See
Appendix 5). ELLs also need to be enrolled in
content courses, which will most likely be entirely
in English and structured for native speakers of
English unless ELLs attend a school with a
bilingual program. ELLs should not be deprived of
the opportunity to take high-level content courses
because of their level of English proficiency.
Schools need to take into consideration the
proficiency level of the students as well as their
content knowledge and academic potential. If an
ELL has the academic potential and adequate
background knowledge to be a member of an
advanced course, the school should provide the
necessary linguistic supports to the student so that
they can be successful in the class. For example, if
a 10th grade ELL has had sufficient education in

science and could succeed in a mainstream Biology
course, which average English speaking students
would take in 10th grade, the students should be
able to enroll in that course. The ESL teacher and
Biology teacher should collaborate in order to make
content comprehensible and provide linguistic
assistance to the student. A student should never be
placed in a lower-level or remedial class due to
their developing language proficiency (RanceRoney, 2009, p. 37). Many schools offer the option
of individualized pathways for students that would
accommodate students through extra night classes,
summer school, or block scheduling. These options
would allow students to spend more time working
on their English language development as well as
the courses that they will need to graduate. When
these options are carried out correctly and for the
purpose of giving ELLs more educational time to
engage with language and content, individualized
pathways are beneficial for ELLs. However, many
schools misinterpret and misuse the idea by
enrolling ELLs in study halls, life skills courses, or
remedial classes in order to decrease their course
load (Rance-Roney, 2009, p. 36). This is
counterproductive for ELLs because they are
already linguistically disadvantaged and the school
is making them academically disadvantaged by
assigning them to filler classes. These classes will
not help ELLs increase their level of English
proficiency nor do they fulfill any graduation
requirements.
ELLs have multiple linguistic and academic
needs that must be met in order to ensure their
success in content area classes. Schools must
recognize these needs, choose a model that they
believe will meet the needs of the ELL population,
and implement the chosen model. When a model of
instruction is chosen, it should be implemented by
all teachers in all classrooms, grade levels, and
schools within the district. ELLs benefit most from
instruction that is consistent and it helps them
assimilate into mainstream classes (NCES, 2008, p.
30). All teachers that work with ELLs should be
provided with adequate and continued professional
development because most teachers who have
ELLs in their classrooms have no training at all
(Spaulding, Carolino, & Amen, 2004, p. 6).
According to the NCES, teachers that work in
districts with greater numbers of ELLs are more
likely to have training than teachers that work in
districts with few ELLs. This not acceptable
because the needs of ELLs must be met regardless
of whether the percentage of the population is high
or low. Unfortunately, many small school districts
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tend to neglect the needs of ELLs because they
cannot justify spending money on programs for a
small number of students. Of teachers that have
classes with the majority of students being ELLs,
slightly less than 75 percent have had some form of
training for working with ELLs (NCES, 1997).
Both federal and state laws require that teachers
provide ELLs with a quality education. However, if
these teachers are not required to have any training
in working with ELLs, they are not providing ELLs
with the best education possible because they
cannot accommodate instruction for them. Minimal
training such as one day workshops or weekend
professional development conferences are not
enough time for teachers to be trained in a certain
model and then implement it effectively. All four
ESL professionals that were interviewed agree that
content teachers do not have enough, if any,
training for teaching ELLs and, therefore, do not
understand how to make content comprehensible
for ELLs (J. Smith, personal communication,
February 18, 2011; M. Adams, personal
communication, March 4, 2011; J. Brown, personal
communication, March 9, 2011; E. Davis, personal
communication, March 24, 2011).
Because the number of ELLs has been
increasing so quickly and immigrants are moving to
areas that previously had no ELL population,
schools are being forced to set up programs on
short notice with few resources and teachers trained
to work with ELLs (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short,
2010, p. 5). Therefore, students are not receiving
the best quality education because schools are illequipped to provide services for the ELL
population. Administrators request guidance in how
to begin to implement a program and how to
appropriate funds and resources for the program. A
great amount of research has been conducted on
effective instructional practices, which are usually
just individual techniques that could be used in the
classroom to achieve one specific goal. There are
not many guides that combine these individual
techniques in order to form a complete and
cohesive program model, which could be followed
and implemented in a straightforward manner by
schools and whole districts (NCES, 2008, p. 11).
With the completion of a literature review and
interview of ESL teachers and professional
development coordinators in the Rochester area, it
is evident that a lack of concrete program model is
a major obstacle in the implementation of an
effective program for ELLs.
After careful analysis of the data collected,
there is a clear indication of the most efficacious

methods for teaching ELLs. There is not one best
method for all schools because the size and
diversity of the population of ELLs must be taken
into account, as it is in Part 154. As previously
explained, in New York, if a school district has 20
ELLs that have the same native language and are in
the same grade, the district must implement a
bilingual program (Commissioner’s Regulations,
Part 154, 2007, p. 9). The majority of researchers
agree that additive bilingual education is the best
method for teaching ELLs if there is a sufficient
number of ELLs that speak the same language. In
an urban school district in the Rochester area, a
bilingual approach to the education of ELLs is used
because 67 percent, or approximately 380 students,
in the school are now or have previously been
labeled as ELLs and 325 students are still enrolled
in the bilingual program. Because 99% of the ELL
population speaks Spanish as their native language,
the school is able to implement a Spanish-English
bilingual program. Two students from Nepal, three
students from Vietnam, and one student from Haiti
attend the school but are not enrolled in the
bilingual program because their native language is
not Spanish. These students are enrolled in ESL
courses and are given other supports and
modifications in place of the bilingual education
such as the use of bilingual dictionaries during
testing, modified texts, completed graphic
organizers, translations of materials, and so on.
Beginning level students receive all of their content
area courses in Spanish; intermediate level students
receive some content courses in Spanish and some
in English; advanced students receive all content
area courses in English (J. Brown, personal
communication, March 9, 2011). Though advanced
students receive the majority of their instruction in
Spanish, respect and continued development of
their native language is maintained by providing
students with a class in Native Language Arts.
Additive bilingualism is the process of
developing and valuing both the native language
and the second language throughout the education
of ELLs as opposed to subtractive bilingualism
which replaces the native language with the second
language and neglects the native culture of the
students (Haley & Austin, 2004, p. 62). Additive
bilingualism is true bilingualism because it works
to develop both languages as part of the students’
identity rather than forcing students to leave behind
their native language and cultural background as in
subtractive bilingualism. The active use and
advancement of both languages stimulates
cognitive and academic growth (Spaulding,
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Carolino, & Amen, 2004, p. 27). Because bilingual
programs aim to develop both native and second
languages, students should be assessed in both
languages (Escamilla and Coady, 2001, p. 43). For
example, if an English teacher only looks at an
essay from an ELL, the teacher may conclude that
the student does not know the information. If the
teacher also had the student write an essay in
Spanish about the same topic, the teacher would be
able to see whether the student was struggling with
content knowledge or whether the student’s English
language skills were preventing the student from
expressing his or her understanding of the topic.
Because literacy is the main goal of programs
for ELLs, it is important to consider how programs
promote literacy and the use of literacy skills. In
bilingual programs, literacy instruction is generally
given in the native language so that students can
apply these skills to English, which can improve
the reading and writing of students in their native
language and in English (Tinajero & Hurley, 2001,
p. 32). In order to close the gap between the literacy
of ELLs and the literacy of native speakers of
English, bilingual programs should be implemented
consistently for five or six years (Rothenberg &
Fisher, 2007, p. 18). Evaluating both languages is
essential to understanding the student’s level of
literacy in both languages. Without assessing and
comparing the work done by students in both
languages, the progression of the biliteracy of
students cannot be determined. If both languages
are evaluated, teachers can better understand the
students’ strengths and weakness, linguistic
development, and instructional needs, which will
allow teachers to plan instruction to close any gaps
in linguistic or content knowledge (Escamila and
Fisher, 2007, p. 18). In bilingual programs, teachers
are able to know all facets of the ELLs’ linguistic
background, growth, and achievement because the
students’ linguistic abilities in both languages can
be taken into consideration. Bilingual education
provides teachers with the most in depth and
comprehensive view of the linguistic capabilities of
ELLs. In turn, it will encourage bilingual students
to obtain academic excellence across the
curriculum, complete bilingualism, and crosscultural intelligence (Spaulding, Carolino, & Amen,
2004, p. 27). If schools choose to institute a
bilingual program, it is imperative that both
languages are developed and evaluated to ensure
that the languages work together to strengthen one
another.
There are many trends that have been
researched and recorded that suggest that bilingual

programs help ELLs improve their language skills
immensely and give them the tools that they need
to graduate high school. Researchers have found
that the most accurate predictor of academic
achievement of ELLs is the number of years of
education that they have had in their native
language. ELLs who have had more years of native
language instruction are more likely to achieve high
levels of proficiency at a quicker rate than those
who have had few years of native language
education (Rothenberg & Fisher, 2007, p. 18).
Bilingual education allows students to develop their
English language skills while continuing to receive
education in their native language so the number of
years of native language instruction that they have
received keeps increasing and acting a
supplemental resources to the acquisition of
English. Because the knowledge of students,
including ELLs, is assessed by state-mandated
standardized tests, programs need to prepare ELLs
for these tests, linguistically and academically.
Wayne Thomas and Virginia Collier conducted a
long-term study from 1985 to 2001 on the
achievement of ELLs in relation to the type of
program that they were involved in. The study
proved that bilingual programs are the only
programs that allowed ELLs to reach the 50th
percentile in both their native language and English
across the content areas. By the time ELLs who
participated in bilingual programs graduate high
school, students were able to maintain or reach
higher levels of achievement (Rothenberg & Fisher,
2007, p. 18). Bilingual programs use the native
language of students to ensure the success of
students in all subject areas.
Although bilingual programs have many
benefits, they do have certain drawbacks. Bilingual
programs at the secondary level are uncommon due
to the lack of qualified bilingual teachers and
problems with scheduling planning periods and
classes (Spaulding, Carolino, & Amen, 2004, p.
27). As previously mentioned, in 2000, 41.2
percent of teachers had taught ELLs while only
12.5 percent had eight or more hours of
professional development within the last three
years, which shows the lack of teachers who are
qualified to work with ELLs (Echevarría, Vogt, &
Short, 2010, p. 4). At the secondary level, the most
qualified teachers would be content teachers who
can fluently speak the native language of the
students as well as English. However, recruiting
bilingual content teachers for every subject in each
grade level is troublesome so a consistent bilingual
program is difficult to implement and maintain. A
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lack of planning periods is a problem because
implementing a program where multiple
professionals need to meet on a regular basis in
order to collaborate and coordinate instruction
would take out of school planning, which many
teachers are unwilling to do. Another drawback to
bilingual programs is that they do not always
provoke immediate improvement of the English
skills of ELLs. In elementary school, ELLs who
choose to leave language support programs initially
outperform ELLs in bilingual programs when tested
in English. At the middle school level, students in
bilingual programs catch up to ELLs who are in
mainstream classes. By high school, the
achievement levels of students in bilingual classes
had exceeded the levels of students from Englishonly classes (Rothenberg & Fisher, 2007, p. 18).
Many schools districts do not take this into account
and assume that because ELLs in mainstream
classes perform at a higher level than ELLs in
bilingual programs, this trend will continue. On a
national level, many right-wing government
officials, school administrators, and citizens did not
want bilingual education because they saw it as
unsupportive of America and American ideals.
They wanted a program model that would replace
the native language of students with English rather
than nurturing and developing both languages.
Schools petitioned to have bilingual programs
transformed into ESL programs in order to force
students to assimilate and conform to American
culture and the English language and neglect their
home language and culture (Haley & Austin, 2004,
p. 62). Given these obstacles, it is understandable
that not many school districts have complete and
consistently implemented bilingual programs from
elementary school through high school.
A bilingual program can only be implemented
under very specific circumstances and can only be
maintained with much funding, planning, and
commitment to a school-wide bilingual model.
Therefore, for schools that have the resources and a
large enough population of ELLs in the same grade
that speak the same language, bilingual education
would be the ideal choice. However, due to the
recent trend of immigrant families settling in
communities that were previously homogeneous in
language and culture, the majority of school
districts do not have the adequate resources or
population of ELLs, which means that bilingual
education is generally not the most practical or
effectual model of teaching ELLs (NCES, 2008, p.
1). The results of a literature review and interview
of professionals who work with ELLs suggests that

sheltered instruction si most often the most
effective model for teaching ELLs.
Sheltered instruction (SI), also known as
Specially Designed Academic Instruction in
English (SDAIE), offers courses that meet grade
level objectives but teachers modify instruction and
language for ELLs. Language development and
sheltering techniques should be incorporated into
content instruction in order to help ELLs learn
content and language simultaneously (Goldenberg
& Coleman, 2010b, p. 62). SI meets the language
and content needs of ELLs and can be used in a
variety of different situations, which makes it easy
to implement and adapt to the needs of the students.
Sheltered instruction has roots in the findings and
theories of researchers such as Stephen Krashen
and Tracy Terrell, who are considered to support
communicative approaches. Krashen and Terrell
supported the idea of language acquisition rather
than language learning. Language learning is a very
linear and conscious process of studying words,
rules, and sentence structure and paying close
attention to form whereas language acquisition is a
process that involves actively engaging in
meaningful interaction using the language to gain
greater linguistic abilities (Haley & Austin, 2004, p.
11). During classes teachers should provide as
much comprehensible input as possible, which
means that students should be able to understand
the majority of the teacher’s speech but not
necessarily all. The input should be slightly above
the proficiency level of the students in order to
push them to understand more challenging
language, which will allow them to improve
linguistically in terms of vocabulary and
complexity of sentences. Krashen and Terrell
believed that the meaning of communication is
more important than the form at the acquisition
level so educators should plan authentic and
creative situations for students to communicatively
engage in to practice the language. They also
believed that error correction should be kept to a
minimum because research does not show that error
correction enhances the learning of the language,
which is a theory that has since been debated
(Haley & Austin, 2004, p. 51). Though theories and
practices have evolved from the ideas of Krashen
and Terrell, sheltered instruction draws from the
basic notion that authentic communication and
interaction are essential for ELLs in their
acquisition of the English language.
Content-based sheltered instruction is favored
because it is aligned with national and state
standards. Four of the five New York State
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Standards of ESL focus on the use of academic
language to communicate, which demonstrates that
language and content should be inextricably linked
and are equally essential to the success of ELLs
(NYSED, 2004). Because SI classes focus on
content knowledge, they should be taught by
content-area teachers who are trained to work with
ELLs and taught how to implement sheltered
instruction. The instructional methods used in
sheltered instruction are based on those used in
both second language and mainstream classrooms,
such as the use of visual aids, demonstrations,
adapted texts, targeted vocabulary development,
and supplementary materials (Echevarría, Vogt, &
Short, 2010, p. 15). In general, SI can be considered
a compilation of the best teaching practices because
it makes use of supplemental materials and other
supports to make content more accessible. In fact,
content area teachers may be sheltering materials
and instruction without consciously thinking about
conforming to a specific model simply because
they are using good teaching techniques (M.
Adams, personal communication, March 4, 2011).
Sheltered instruction provides the best balance
between language and content instruction. ESL
classes focus on English while using content to
practice and use the language. If students are not
provided with SI in their content classes, they will
not be able to obtain the proper amount of grade
level content because they will not be able to
decipher the language. Many school districts try to
remedy the language barrier by incorrectly placing
students into remedial courses where they do not
belong academically (Spaulding, Carolino, &
Amen, 2004, p.13). SI can act as the bridge from
bilingual or content-based ESL to mainstream
courses. Therefore, the amount of SI students
receive should increase as the students transition
out of these programs and into the mainstream
classroom (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010, p. 16).
ESL courses should still be provided in addition to
sheltered content courses as a supplemental
language assistance and development. SI within
mainstream classes with native English speakers is
beneficial for ELLs because they gain more
exposure to English and authentic interaction with
native speakers. If the students are in need of extra
support, a bilingual aid or co-teacher could provide
guidance or assistance to ELLs in their native
language (Rance-Roney, 2009, p. 36). This native
language support should be used strategically and
sparingly so that students do not become dependent
on or simply wait for instruction in their native
language.

The idea of sheltered instruction is very broad
because it encompasses many techniques that
modify instruction for ELLs. Therefore, in many
classes that implement SI and ESL courses in
general, teachers were encouraged to pick activities
that they thought would work or found interesting
because there were no concrete models to follow
(Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010, p. 15). This
element of guesswork often results in wasted time
and a lack of positive progress for ELLs. Though
groups of ELLs have different needs and are
composed of diverse learners from various
linguistic and cultural backgrounds, certain
research-based strategies are proven to be effectual
for teaching language and content to ELLs. For this
reason, Jana Echevarría, Ph.D., MaryEllen Short,
Ed.D., & Deborah J. Short, Ph.D. created the
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP)
Model, a model of lesson planning and
implementation for sheltered instruction, after a 7
year research study conducted for the Center for
Research on Education, Diversity and Excellence
(CREDE) from 1996 to 2003 (Honigsfeld & Cohan,
2006, p. 4). The SIOP model was developed
because most SI classrooms did not look the same
in terms of instruction, activities, and interaction
between teachers and students. Therefore, the
creators of the SIOP model developed a reliable,
effective, and consistent model of SI. According to
the creators of the SIOP model, researchers in the
educational field, and current teachers, it is the
most effective model because it is a form of
sheltered instruction that is explicitly explained so
that teachers can plan instruction that is directly
aligned with the model. Therefore, within sheltered
instruction, the SIOP model specifically is the ideal
and most advantageous method for teaching ELLs.
The SIOP model is used as an observation tool
as well as a guide for planning lessons. The SIOP
model is broken down into 30 components that
need attention which are grouped into eight main
features: lesson preparation and building
background, comprehensible input, strategies,
interaction, practice and application, lesson
delivery, and review and assessment. Because the
SIOP model is used to evaluate the fidelity of a
lesson to the model, there is a rubric that is used for
grading or assessing a lesson. This rubric could be
used by teachers to assess their own lesson, by
teachers and administrators to assess other teachers,
or by professional development coordinators to
assess teachers learning to implement the SIOP
model. Each of the 30 components is graded on a
scale from zero to four, with levels zero, two, and
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four being defined explicitly (Echevarrí, Vogt, &
Short, 2010, p. 18). Level zero represents an aspect
of the lesson that is not representative of the SIOP
model at all because it does not create any supports
of ELLs. Level two represents an aspect of the
lesson that provides some support for ELLs but to
the level that the SIOP model demands. Level two
is typical of a teacher who is learning how to
implement the model but has not perfected the
practice. Level four, which indicates the highest
level of skill, is obtained only by those teachers
who have extensive training in the model and have
had practice planning and carrying out the SIOP
model in the classroom. By assessing lesson plans
based on this rubric, teachers can improve their
instruction and strive for excellence and
consistency in every lesson. The consistency of
implementing the SIOP model is important for the
academic success of ELLs. The SIOP model should
be followed exclusively because studies have
shown that the amount of instruction given through
the SIOP model is directly related to the success of
the ELLs, with the trend demonstrating that ELLs
achieve higher levels of academic achievement in
districts where the level of commitment to the SIOP
model is high (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010, p.
xi). Because the SIOP model has been proven to be
effective in the teaching of ELLs, it would be
beneficial for entire districts to use the SIOP model
so that high levels of academic achievement could
be obtained by ELLs in across the curriculum.
In order to promote consistency of the SIOP
model, extensive and continued professional
development is necessary. Teachers should be
involved in ongoing professional development
programs rather than sporadic or short-term
workshops. In an ideal situation, all content area
teachers with ELLs in their classes would have
SIOP training and be able to adequately
differentiate instruction to make grade-level content
comprehensible for ELLs. If a district chooses to
use the SIOP model, all teachers that work with
ELLs should be adequately trained so that they
approach the education of ELLs in the same
manner. New teachers should be trained in the
method so that they know how to reach ELLs; in
service teachers should be trained so that they can
continue to improve upon their lesson planning and
implementation, and supervisors or professional
development leaders must be trained in the model
in order to pass the knowledge onto other
educational professionals who work with ELLs
(Echevarría & Short, 2000, p. 9). If all
professionals were trained in the SIOP model, they

would be able to collaborate on lesson and unit
planning to create an atmosphere that consistently
promotes high level learning for ELLs.
Unfortunately, this is not the case due to lack of
time, resources, funding, and the willingness of
teachers to participate in more training.
Professional development programs that have been
shown to be beneficial for teachers are observation,
modeling, problem solving, collaboration,
monitored experience, and assessment of
instruction (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010, p.
10). Professional development for the SIOP model
is especially useful because it can be clearly taught
to teachers due to the specific guidelines and
characteristics that must be included in a lesson in
order for it to be considered aligned with the SIOP
model.
Because the ELL population in the United
States continues to grow and new research is
constantly being published on the methods for
educating these students, teachers should
concentrate on continued professional development
in order to learn about new techniques and improve
open their own implementation of the SIOP model
by observing other teachers and reflecting upon
their own performance. In 2005, twenty-two
members of the Intensive Teacher Institute (ITI), an
organization established as a reaction to the lack of
certified Bilingual and ESL teachers, in a highneeds district on Long Island, New York were
exposed to and trained in the SIOP model and were
asked to write lesson plans in accordance with the
model. The participants were in-service content
area teachers who did not have certification or
significant training for teaching ELLs. The teachers
in the ITI program were expected to choose specific
aspects from the SIOP rubric to focus on and
develop lesson plans that aligned with the SIOP
model. The teachers then taught at least one SIOP
lesson in their own classroom and observed at least
one SIOP lesson of another teacher. The teachers
then wrote reports describing how they
implemented the SIOP model, any successes or
difficulties, and the effectiveness of the model
(Honigsfeld & Cohan, 2006, p. 5). After reading the
reports, it was determined that the participants as a
whole claimed that the SIOP model training was
the most effective form of professional
development that they had ever participated in
because it increased their knowledge about teaching
ELLs and their skill level in implementing a
concrete model. To assess the lasting effects of the
professional development, the twenty-two original
subjects were asked to participate in an interview
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with the research team and fifty percent of the
original subjects agreed. The results of the
interview showed that the professional
development had helped the teachers learn and
implement the SIOP model in their classrooms with
a moderate to strong fidelity to the model.
However, due to a lack of time for planning,
observation, and discussion, the SIOP lessons of
these teachers were not as organized, structured, or
consistent as the SIOP model is intended to be
(Honigsfeld &Cohan, 2006, p. 7). These results
show that professional development and training in
the SIOP model does allow and encourage teachers
to plan instruction based on the model. However, in
order for teachers to become skillful in working
with the SIOP model, professional development
and assessment must be continuous rather than
isolated.
As previously mentioned, BETAC provides
training to those schools who request assistance.
BETAC will help schools implement the model of
their choosing but if the school asks for advice
about how to teach ELLs, the Rochester area
BETAC recommends the SIOP model. The SIOP
training through BETAC consists of a two hour
session once a month for one year. Observations of
the schools, surveys of content area teachers, and
interviews of ESL teachers within the schools
during and after the training indicate that continued
professional development helps teachers become
more comfortable using the SIOP model and results
in the consistent use of the model by the school in
its entirety (J. Smith, personal communication,
February 18, 2011). Looking at these findings, it is
evident that attending one time workshops or
reading books about the model will not be
sufficient because it does not provide follow-up or
ongoing support. An urban school in the Rochester
area offers incentives to teachers to participate in
SIOP training. If a tenured teacher completes more
than 36 hours professional development or a nontenured teacher completes more than 24 hours, they
will receive a stipend (J. Brown, personal
communication, March 9, 2011). By offering a
stipend to teachers for obtaining a significant
amount of training, the school is demonstrating its
commitment to the SIOP model and the ELL
population. Professional development is necessary
for teachers in order to stay up to date on a topic
that is constantly evolving and affects the
responsibilities of many teachers in the United
States.
Once teachers have been adequately trained
and continue working with the model through

professional development, they are able to
manipulate the model in a way that will fit the
needs of the classroom and the students. The SIOP
model is very flexible and can be adapted to work
in any classroom situation and with students from
different cultural or educational backgrounds and
proficiency levels (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short,
2010, p. 20). It can be a part of other program
models such as ESL programs and bilingual
program as well as mainstream classes. It can be
used in ESL classes when teaching language and
academic processes through content to students of
various proficiency levels. The SIOP model can be
implemented in conjunction with a bilingual
program to make English content courses more
comprehensible to all of the ELLs in the class
because content classes in bilingual programs are
grouped by grade level rather than proficiency
level. Mainstream content teachers can use the
SIOP model to make content comprehensible for
ELLs in an English only setting.
Because the SIOP model is simply a formal
compilation of good teaching methods, content area
teachers can implement the SIOP model in classes
that contain English only students as well as ELLs,
regardless of the ratio. The SIOP model adapts
content in a way that is beneficial for ELLs,
students from low income families, students with
disabilities, and other students with academic
disadvantages. Observations of schools that
implement the SIOP model imply that the model
helps average English only students grasp concepts
more quickly and retain more information (J.
Smith, personal communication, February 18,
2011). For ELLs in programs that lead to a
transition into mainstream classes, the SIOP model
helps students transition from the language program
in which they were involved to mainstream classes
(Echevarría & Short, 2000, p. 7). Without the SIOP
model, the transition from the ESL or bilingual
program to the mainstream courses would be
difficult and stressful. By using the SIOP model,
teachers gradually ease ELLs through the transition
into mainstream classes by slowly taking away
supports until they are able to actively participate in
classes with English only students without
assistance. In terms of material, SIOP lessons
require both content and language objectives,
which ensures that each lesson is planned to
develop language skills and content knowledge
simultaneously (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010,
p. xii). The combination of language and content
objectives offers infinite possibilities for various
grade levels, subject areas, and skill development.
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The most recent research published supports
the idea that the SIOP model is the most popular
and efficient instructional model for teaching ELLs.
The SIOP model is a compilation for good teaching
methods that increase the level of retention rate and
development of academic language and content
knowledge (J. Brown, personal communication,
March 9, 2011). The aspects of the model that are
praised most are the integration of language and
content objectives, the ability to accommodate
students of various proficiency levels within the
same class, the identification and explanation of
particular strategies to adapt content and language,
the creation of authentic opportunities for
meaningful communication, the establishment of
classroom routines, the simultaneous development
of speaking, writing, reading, and listening, and
guidelines for supplemental materials for
illustrating concepts such as visual aids, graphic
organizers, word walls, realia, and more
(Goldenberg & Coleman, 2010c, 161). All of these
aspects of the SIOP model promote learning of
content knowledge, procedural skills in terms of
academic tasks, study skills, and learning strategies,
which are essential for the success of ELLs in the
academic realm. These aspects promote success
because they regulate the differentiation of
instruction for ELLs. Teachers who are not trained
in the SIOP model often do not understand how to
differentiate instruction to meet the specific
linguistic needs of ELLs. Within ESL classes,
differentiation of ELLs does not mean that students
are grouped by proficiency level and the beginners
are working on something independently while
intermediate students are working with the teacher
on something completely different. In content area
classes, differentiation of ELLs should integrate
them with English only students rather than
secluding them and giving them easier work to do
(J. Smith, personal communication, February 18,
2011). The SIOP model explicitly addresses
differentiation of instruction for ELLs so that these
students are not neglected or isolated in the
classroom. The SIOP model also outlines how to
remove scaffolding gradually because it will
encourage students to feel comfortable in
mainstream content classes. Students should be
taught to recognize various supports and
scaffolding used by teachers so that they can learn
how to use them independently. This will also
prevent students from becoming frustrated and lost
when the scaffolds are no longer provided by the
teacher because they will be able to use them on
their own when needed (J. Brown, personal

communication, March 9, 2011). The SIOP model
lays out the tools and strategies that teachers must
provide and teach to ELLs in order to ensure their
success in school.
Although the SIOP model is widely
considered the most efficacious model for teaching
ELLs, it is not the most widely used model. Most
schools come up with their own philosophy of
beliefs and plan instruction based on the philosophy
of education for ELLs and what they believe will
work for the students in their classrooms (J. Smith,
personal communication, February 18, 2011). The
remaining question is why school districts are not
implementing the SIOP model if research shows
that it is the most effective model for teaching
ELLs at this time. There are various factors that
affect the decision of schools to not use the SIOP
model. The main issue, from which the minor
issues stem, is the relatively small population of
ELLs in some schools. According to Michelle
Adams, the ESL teacher from rural district, she
only services three Liberian ELLs; one in seventh
grade, one in ninth grade, and one in eleventh grade
(personal communication, March 4, 2011). Emily
Davis, the ESL teacher from a suburban district,
services only ten students at the secondary level
(personal communication, March 24, 2011). Both
teachers acknowledge that the SIOP model would
be the ideal model for teaching ELLs but claim that
their schools choose to not to use the model
because there is not a large enough population of
ELLs (M. Adams, personal communication, March
4, 2011; E. Davis, personal communication, March
28, 2011). The urban district, on the other hand, has
325 students that are identified as ELLs and the
schools maintain a program that combines the use
of a bilingual program and the SIOP model (J.
Brown, personal communication, March 9, 2011).
Commentary by interviewees and research
demonstrate a direct connection between the size of
the ELL population and implementation of the
SIOP model.
Rural and suburban districts with small ELL
populations often have a hard time understanding
the importance of using the SIOP model because it
affects such a small portion of the student
population. It is time consuming to train all
teachers in a district implement the SIOP model
skillfully and consistently. Some administrators and
teachers in districts with small populations of ELLs
tend to think that it is not worth the trouble.
Another barrier is that teachers do not have enough
time to participate in training, plan lessons, and
analyze their performance using the SIOP model
69
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even if they are genuinely interested and
willing to participate (J. Brown, personal
communication, March 9, 2011). Secondary content
teachers often find that they have trouble finding
time to plan lessons for their different courses and
taking care of their other obligations as teachers.
Therefore, they are often unable to find time to
participate in the continued professional
development that would be necessary to learn how
to properly use the SIOP model. Because teachers
do not have the time to receive adequate training,
they are not able to stay faithful enough to the SIOP
model for it to be as beneficial to ELLs as it would
be if it were implemented skillfully (J. Smith,
personal communication, February 18, 2011).
Therefore, if schools try to use the SIOP model but
not all teachers are fully trained or demonstrate a
complete fidelity to the model, ELLs will not
progress as quickly linguistically or have as much
academic success as would be expected with the
use of the SIOP model. Though it is understandable
that these obstacles would discourage schools from
using the SIOP model, it is disappointing that
schools would allow these factors to get in the way
of providing ELLs with a high quality education.
The findings of a literature review and
interview of professionals who work with ELLs
imply that the SIOP model is the most effective

method for teaching ELLs in most situations. The
bilingual method is also an effectual model but
cannot be said to be the most effective because it
can be used in far less situations. By analyzing the
responses of the teachers interviewed concerning
the education of ELLs in their schools and
comparing these to literature published,
connections can be made between what theorists
and teachers claim is the best method and what is
actually being implemented in schools. The reasons
that certain districts are unable or choose not to use
the SIOP model generally seem to be linked to the
size of the population of ELLs. Though this
correlation is valid, it is unacceptable because the
primary concern of a school should be to meet the
needs of all students. ELLs should not be deprived
of an academically rigorous and linguistically
appropriate education.
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Appendix 1

National Center for Education Statistics (2010) The condition of education 2010: Indicator 5 language
minority school-age children (Publication No. NCES 2010-028). Institute of Education Sciences, U.S.
Department of Education. Washington, DC.
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Appendix 2

National Center for Education Statistics (2010) The condition of education 2010: Indicator 5
language minority school-age children (Publication No. NCES 2010-028). Institute of Education
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC.
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Appendix 3

Payán, R. M., & Nettles, M. T. (2008, January). Current state of English-language learners in the
U.S.: K-12 student populations. Princeton, NJ: 2008 English-Language Learner Symposium.
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Appendix 4

National Center for Education Statistics (2010) The condition of education 2010: Indicator 5
language minority school-age children (Publication No. NCES 2010-028). Institute of Education
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC.
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Appendix 5

Commissioner’s Regulations, Part 154, Laws of New York, 2007.
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Honigsfeld, A. & Cohan, A. (2006, April). Lesson
study meets SIOP: Linking two successful
professional development models. Paper
presented at the meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, San
Francisco, CA.
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